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{intreduction

Tc'nive a raper on the develorment of moral values means that a
psycholoqist must reflect on some of the value dimensions of his own
dlsclptine. One of the problems which educators encounter when looking
for éuidé!tnes in this area is that of a vacuum. With the excepf!én of the
work of Lawrence Kohlberq,it may be safely said that durina the past three
decades or more, psycholoay -~ the so called science of behavior ~-- has
atrempted to evade coming to terms withethics, the science of ends, norms,
good, right énd choice. David Ausube! and | have araued elsewhere (Ausubel
& Sultivan, 197Q) +hat the focus of psycholoaical concern hés been an
adjustment as an end In itself, the contention being that moral values are

subjective and unverifiable. Accordina to this view moral Jjudaements are

.

Invited address to the American Montessori Society, aiver at Boston, June 20,
1974, The author ackrowlednes the suoport of the "Ministry/ of Fducation"

of Ontario. | would aiso |ike to acknowlenae tre cooneration of my collecanues
in this area, Dr., Clive Beck, “s. Mayreen Joy and Mrs, Susan Paaliuso.



©BEST r e
™ | - '
matters of arbitrary prefeﬁence and oninion beyond the pale of science:
‘no objective psy;hotoglcal criterion is possible. PRehavior may bé aporaised
as constructive or anfi-soc!al,%buf never as qocc or evil., The nursose of
psychology is to exnlain conducéy not to judae t+; auestions of accountatifity
are held to be irrelevant }n.fhe Iigh*t of psychotogical determinism, and hence
the proper concern of only juriéfs and phi!osoohers'{Ausube! & Sulliven,
1970). In short, this ceneral orientation may be'éefeﬁred +o0 as "value free
social science." |
The line of araument that thisg paper will assume is that to iancre x 
ethical considerations 1s to overlook one of the most significant components
of human conduct. Whether the psychologist chooses to recognize it or not, \
most purpcseful behavior in human beings has a morai aspect, the psychotoaicai
reality cannot be ignored. When the educator In the schools ianores this
aspect, values become part of the "hidden curriculum". The goals of human
deve!épmenf, insofar as they are determined by man and cutture, are alwavs
precicated uron certain moral assumptions. These assumptions are pervasive
in all socializing Institutions,whether they be the family or the wider
educatioﬁal institutions like the schools.
Psveholoaists have not been alone ir aspousina a '"value neutral"
position, Many educators, in the recent nast, have insisted #haf'schoots
should not be concerned with character and maral education, arauing that
parents should have the sofe.responsibiiify for this Importan+ function.
Few woula disagree that parents nlav a sianificant part in thelir children's
character and moral upbrinaina. On the other hand, It is naive to Think

that the school is uninvolved in this process.

N
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Martin Ruher talks specificaliy to this issue in a chapter on
the "Education of Character" (Buber, 1947.)

- "Coes It follow that one should keep silent about one's

: infehf!on of educating character, and act bv ruse and
subtekfuge? Nc} | have just said that the difficulty

lies deeper. It is rot enough to see that education of
character is not Introduced into a fesson in class:
neither may one conceal it in cleverly arranaced intervals.
Education cannot tolerate such polite action. Even if
the pupil does not notice It the hidcden motive will have
Its negative effect on the actions of the teacher himsel$
by depriving Him of the dlrectness which is his strenqgth
...For ciucating characters you do not need moral aenius,
but vou do reed a man who is wholly alive and able to
communicate himself directly to hls feliow beings. (p. 133-134)" .

Now in North American educa*ton;\probably one of the’ most pervasive
figures to write on the direct role of the educator in the moral education

of the child has been John Dewey (Dewey, 1959). For Dawey mors| education
. \\

f
was an Intricate oart of re¢lective intellicence. To quote him:

"We have associated the +erm ethical with certain special
acts which .are labelled virtues and are set off from the
mass of other acts....Mora! instruction Is thus assoclated

i with teaching about these narticular virtues, or with
instilling certain sentiments. in regard to them. The
moral has been concerned in too qoody-coody a way.
Uttimate moral motives and forces are nothing more cr
less than social intelligence...There is no fact which
throws light upon the constitution of society, there is
no power whose training adds to soclal resourcefulness
that is not moral.(Dewey, 1959, p, 42)"

Dewey lamentad the separation of intellectual and moral tralning,
since It was Indicative of a failure to concelve of the school as a social
institution with responsibilitvy for character ané moral education., In

Democracy and Educarion Dewev made note of a paradox wvhich of*en accompanies

discussion of morals., On the one hand, morality is identified with rationality,

where reason is the faculty for critical detiberation of moral choices. On
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the other hand, morality is often thought o¥ a; an area in which ordinary

know|edge and Intetlectual skiils have no place. Dewey saw thls separation

as having a special significance for mora| education in the schools, since,

L valid, the acouisition of knowledge and understardina would be treated

as something separate from character cdevelopment. The ultimate outcome of

this separation would be the reduction of mcral ‘education 1o 3 form of -

cafecheftcal Instruction, or *o lessons abnuf morals. An alternative outcome

. would be to leave this probiem of moral character educ§fion to the child's

paren?s and delude oneself into believina that schools have ncthina to do

with this matter.

Now it is apnerent from the writings of ontessori,that she was most

sensitive to the moral and re!iolous dimensions of education. In fact In

—

most of her works that | have read, there is an imolicit moral fervor. Nevertheless, it

was clear In her mind that she had not dealt adequately with the moral
dimensions of the curricufum. At the end of her chapter on "Imaqination”
(Montessori, 1965); a chapter which, as you are probably aware of, deals
with moral lssdes, she concludes: ‘

"The moral question is barely indicated., Such a work, Indeed

represents an experimental contribution to the ecucation of

the intellinence...l cannot foresee whether | and my

collieaaues will be able to bring such a heavy task to a

successfui conciusion. (p. 355)."

how | am not aware of the |iterature of the Montessori schools
outside cf its foundress, With this fact in mind, | would hope that the
ideas that will be developed henceforth will be somewhat of a contribution:

to the Montessori |iterature on the topic of moral education without repeating

etforts already made by others without my knowledne.
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A Devalopmental Perspective ‘ ,

David Hunt and | have argued (Funt and Sullivan, 1974) that fo
regard & child In developmental perspective Is to see his present behavior
in relation to past éﬁanges and to future growth. Thus,"a characteristic
is sald fo be developmenta! if it can'be related to ace in én orderly or
lawful way" (Kessen, 1960, p. 36). Attempts to conceptualize these changes’

over age have led o the use of stage descriptions, or as Kessen (1962) puts

it

"Men seem always to have felt a need to impose segmentation
on the complicated course of human develooment. Although
« It has usually been argued that deveiopment Is continuous
and without discrete snifts, more often thah not +the
arguer has ear!y called on the notion of stace or level

*o help him understand the speed and fluldity of change in:
children. (p, 55)."

Dewey (l?02) has stated the value of developmeptal sfagés most eloguentiy: P
7 "Of what use, "educationally speaking, is it to be able to see \
“" ' the end in the beginning? How does it assist us in dealina
with the early stanes of growth to be able to anticipate jts
later phases...? To see the outcome is to know in what
direction the present experience is moving, provided it moves ’
-normaify and soundly. "The far-away polnt, which is of no
sianificance to us simp\y as far away, becomes of huge
importance the moment we take It as defining a present direction
of movement. Taken In.this way It Is no remote and distant
' result to be achieved, but a guiding method in dealling with .
the present....
Interests In reallity are but attitudes toward possible
experiences, they are not achievements, their worth Is in the
leverage they afford, not in the accomo! ishment they represent.
To take the phenomena presented at a given age as in any way
. sel f-explanatory or self-contained is inevitably to result in
indulaence and sproiting....lts cenulne meaning is in the pro-
puision it affords toward a higher tevel. It Is just something
‘o do with., {(pp. 12-15),"
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Conceptions of Growth

.
- -

The question of how persons develop is one aspegxﬁzjeone’s conception

©of human nature, and a ps&choiogls?!s concep?lon of develapment and change

( s pmbab!y the most central feature in his fheoreﬂcal ouﬂook
Conceptions of gevelopment may be considered in relaflon to thelr

emphasis on person, environmment, or fhe Interaction of person and

T
=
£

'environmenf-(Ausubet and Sullivan, 1970)., I¢ fhg major factors in development
are the person (internal) and the environment (external), the various concepts
é:‘ , of growth and development may be seen as (1) theories that locate fﬁe sourée

of devetoomen'?m the person, (2) theortes that loca'te the source of »

developmenf outside the person in the.environment, and (3) theories that view

developmgn*-as Jointly determined by the interaction of internal and external
facfo}s.
These +hrée concepts are not categorically distinct, because no
Internal cqncggftons céﬁplefety‘disregard external factors, but they do
differ in the emphasis placed on one or both factors (Hunt & Sullivan, 1974),
'For our purposes we will dwall on an Interactionis? concention of growth since
It best serves ?hé Interests of the present topic.

interactive Concepts of Development

Most interactive concents are stage theories that specify differén#
environments 4o facilitate develophent, depending on the person's present .
staae of develOQmenf ‘Ausubel ana Sulttvan; 1970; Hunt and Sullivan, 1974),

A comprehensive theory of development Shou!d specify the seauence of the
stages of development as wall as the transition rules (that Is, stace~specific

environmental prescriptions) producing developmental growth (Kessgn, 19629,
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Just as person-environment combinations may be considered matched for

- certain behavioral purposes, the relation between -parson and environment

may also be considered matched or mismatched for purposes of developmental

progression, or as Joyce and Well (1972) oput i+:

"In other words, 1f the arowth of the Individusl is a
product of his environment, then teaching becomes a .
process of mafch!ng,cnvtronmenfs to individuals., (p. 164).

1§ there are few Interactiv ancepts In p§ycho!ogy, there are even fewer

in e&ucét!on. The most articutate examp!e of an interactive concep? Is
Mon?essorf’s posfulaflon (1939) of sensi?tve periods" ln fhe developmenf
of fhe cht!d that call for certain forms of specific sfimulafton from the

educational envtronmen?

"Children pass through def!nlfe periods in which they
reveal psychic aptitudes and possibilities which
afterwards disappear. That Is whv, at a particular
epoch of their |ife, they raeveal an intense and
extraordinary Interest in certain objects and exerclses:
which one might fook for in vain at a {ater age.. During
such a period the child is'endowed with a speclal /
sensibility which urges him to focus his attention on
certain aspects of the environment fo the exclusion of -
others. (p. 252) " :

Moritessori postulated sensitive periods for language, order, °

refinement of the senses, and so on. These periods bear some relation to

a

z#hﬁ concepts of critical periods proposed by the etholonists, I+ ts not

entirely clear from Montassori's description whether the child's failure to

receive adeaquate, speclific stimulation during a sensitive period merely

~ H

: '
limits the child's behavicral repertorv or places irreversible restrictions '

on subsequent development.

Ty

.'.-
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_Now when Montessor | wrote she had very few empirtcafly derived

deve!opmenfal theories to draw on. Had she known of the work of Piaaef

- periods” more directly to the area of valug development in children,
Since our own work on moral educetion has been informed by these |
theorlies, 1+ seems appropriate, and | hope.nof repetitious fof‘some, to
summarizé§¢helr fheore*!cat'pos{fions in order to develop our own postion

on the importance of a developmenta! perspective.

Developmenta! Theorles

of Moral Reagontng
Piaget in Switzerland and Lawrence Kohlberg In +he United States,

have achleved wide recognition for their. résearch and fheoftzlué on moral p
deveiopment. KXohlberg's research is largely an oufgrow;h of.glage?'s
ploneering work in the fleld.
Placet (1932) presenfed children with a series o¢ palred sfor!es
centering on a moral lssue and asked the chiidren to make Judgemen#s as to
fhg naughtier actlon and the extent of cuipablility, The following is an
exampie.

3
\

a) There was once a little giri wﬂo was calied Marie. She wanted
| _
to glve her mother a nice surprise, and cut out a plece of sewing for her.
But she didn't know how to use the Qcissors‘proper!y and cut a bia hole in
her dress. | N
b) A 1ittle girl called Margaret went and took her mother's scissors

one day when her mother was out. She played with them for a blit, and then,

8s she didn't xnow how to use them properly, cut a littie hole in her dress.



BEST COPY A 7=

‘ S e

Younger children judged Marie the naughtier child because she

had done the most damage, whereai older children Jjudaed Margaret nauahtier

because of her Intentions. On the basis of these age differences in

response to this and other stories, Plaget formuia*ed a two-stage theory

of mor&l,ggvelopmenf. |

p A he;;fohomous (obfecfiv95 stage (approximately four *o eight.yeafs)

; | Is based on‘an_gfhlc of authority. The child views moral rules and res?éa1n+s

= | ’as_laid down from abcve. Rules have a l!fera\ Interpretation, are |

: sacred, and cannot be changed. An act is morally wrong because It is defined

E;,,r_ 3 In terms of aduit sanctions (i.e., an act is wrong If 1t Is punished py an
adult). The child believes in "Imminent justice" in which the punishment
follows invariably upon a viclation; its severity varies directly with the
magnitude of the consequences of the action, and igng;es the motive which
inspired it. Becauée of the c 11d's inteflectual 1Imitations, moral rules
aré'consiqered external; this lack of an internallized rule
system éncourages adherence to egfernal punishment by superordinate aduits.
Thus, moral duty is simply séen as obedlence to aduit authority.

Plaget calls the second stage autonomous (subjective) moral ity
(approximately eight years and above). This typre of ﬁera!?fy Is eqgalitarian
and democratic; the child operates on his "own moral rules" inspired by
mutual respect and cooperation with others., Pilaget (f932) maintains

~ that autonomous moral Ity arises from the ch!fd's interaction with his opeers.
The movement away from unilateral respect for adults and the Increasing
development of mufuét respect and soliderity with pecrs helps the child

reallze that rules are compacts, arrived at and maintained by equals, in the

common interest. Rules are no loncer sacred and can be chanaed by mutual
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consent and iIn ex*énua?!ng clrcumstances. Punistwment {s not an absolute
necessity and, in nlace of being exnlatory, it is now Bpecific to the
Infrac?iqn.,,MbreoVer, when punishment is deemed necessary, It Is aimed

- 8t reciprocity or resfl?pfton, and is aulided by a prtnéfﬁ!e of eouity which
, Takes into consideration the motive underiying the act and the circumstances

under which the transgression was committed.

Kohiterg's (1971) work is a more sophisticated extension of Plaget.
Unlike Piagef,«whose research is based on the young child, Kohiberg's
normative model is der!ve% from late elemenfar9 schobi students to Sdul#s.
He presented students wiTn\tO moral d!lemmajslfuaf!on; and asked them to

judge the moral ity of conduct described in the stories. The folléwiﬁh‘is

N

an {llustration of the conflict stories presented for evaluation.

\
In Europe, a woman was near death from a special kind of
cancer. There was one drua that the doctors thouaht
might save her; It was a form of radium that a drugaist
In the same ftown had recently discovered. Tha drua
was expensive to make, but the drugaist was charging
ten times what the qrug cost him to make. K He paid
$200 for the radium and charged $2,000 for a3 smai |
dgose of* the drug. The sick woman's husband, Heinz,
went to everyone he knew to borrow the money, but he
could only get together about $1,000 which is half of
what 1t cost. He told the druagist that his wife was
dyfng, and asked him to sel! it cheaper or let him pay
fater, But the druagist said, "No, | discovered the
drya and |'m going to make money from it." So Henlz
aot desperate and broke into the man's store to steal
the drug for his wife,

Should Helnz have done that? Was It actually wrong or riaht?
Why?
Kohiberg Identities six stages and to some extent they are his

descr!pflons of moral character. There are three levels of morality



which encompass the six stages. The lower staces are seen in the eiementary

- orlentation. An lndividual must act in a certaln way to avold punishing

4 -
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school years, the middle stages are seen in most high school students with

= . -~ -

a smattering of the later stages in the later high school years., The

stages and levels of moral maturity are described briefly as follows: .

Level | - Pre-moral. Responses at Level | are simtlaf 7o-¢1agefr§.

-

heteronomous orlentation. Moral value resides outside the individual In

, - 4 0
external, quasiphvsical happenings, f.e., ‘bad aets, or in quasi~physical
2" ’ :
needs, rather than in internalized standards. There are two stages within

_Levét . N

\

Sf;ge | responses are based upon an oSedience and puﬂfshmenf
. \
consequences. There is an egocentric deféren;e +6 3 superior authority
that is external to the self. For example, a Stage ! response to the
Helnz dilemma is that Helnz should $*eal the drug because %if you let your
wife die, you wtlf get in troudble. You'll bé biamed for not spending the
money to save her, and there'i! be an Investigation of you for your Q!fe’s
deafh." in this example, the resoondekf would act only out of fear of :
punishment to himself., Or simlilarly, "you shouldn't steal the drug, because
you'll get caught and be sent to Jall [f you do". AS&{P,_there is no
Internalized sense of right or wrong ~- onl?@a fear of the consequences.

Stage 2 responses are also pre-moral, insofar as Indlvidual respon- -

sidbility is defined in a hedonistic, Instrumental manner. The Individual

has surpassed a point of total deference to authority and rules, and is

better able to evaluate an act's consegquences. However, rioht and wrong

are viewed very eqocentrically in terms of the pleasure that one witl derive
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from the act. For example, "if yOU'do happen to get'caughf you could give
the drug back an&iyéu wouldn't get much of a sentenca. 14+ wouldn't bother
you much to serve a little jall term If you have your wife when §0§ get out."
Or, "He may not get much of a Jjatl *enn lf he steals the drng, buf his wife
*il! probably die before he gets out, so 1+ won'* do him much good?" The
Sfage 2 respondent has nd moral commitment, and would act In terms of parsonal
pleasyre only.
| Leve! 2 fesnondeﬂfsfare simlilar to Plaget's autonomous orientation.

Individuals operate fromfin?ernaltzed rules +hat base moral decisions upon

Rov
» M

\-
performinq acod or r!ohf roles, or mainfatntng the conventicna! order and

expecfaf!ons of others. Within the Conventional Role Conformity Level there

are two distinct stages.

4
]

Stage 3, the most common response'or!enfafKOn ;n our socliety, is
based.upon dlrecting ond's actions toward pleasing and he!ﬁlng others,

Thérq Is anlémphasls upon conferming to roles prescribed by the majority,
and an Indisuauat's intenticns are the 639!5 of right-wrona judgements,
Examples of Stage 3 responses are as follows: "No one will think you're bad
,iflvou steal the drug, bﬁf your féﬁf!y will think you“re an ‘Inhuman busband

It you don't. |f you tet your-wife die you*f!‘never be able to look anybody

in the face égain." Or, "1t isn't only the druagist who will think that you're

a crfmina!; everyone else will too., If you steal knowing that, you'il dis~

honour your family and yourself."

Stane 4 responses are also of a conventiona! form; however, they are

motivated .by an Internalized sense of respect for law and authority rather than -

[y
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peer group pressures. The respondent {s preoccupied with maintaining the
-soclal order and right or wrong are judged In relation to that objective. k\
Stage 4 respondents have an interna!lzed sense of duty, but it is very rigid, |
and moftvate& by the expectation of dishonou~ when one's duty is not fulfilled.
"Man's primary duty Is to uphold the laws of society. If Heinz steals the

drug, he will set an exampie that could cause.anarchy and the destruction ) //
of more |ives than hts‘wlfe." Or, "If you have any sense'of"honour, you ’
won'¢ lef your wffe,dfé. You'l!l always fee! quility that you caused her death,

It you don't do/ysur duty to ner." ‘

Leve!.3 In Kohiberg's classification scheme, Is Self-Accepted Mora!
Pr!nc!ples.‘ Respondents functioning at this level are able to understand
the premises underlylné‘convenfiona! moral ity, and can examine the arbitrary
nature of conventlions and laws. There are two stages within the Level 3
post-conventional orteqfa+fon.

{

Stace 5 respondents define duty In contractual terms. Something )
- should be done because free men have agreed to 11, and breakina an agreement .
- is Incompatible with your welfare as we!j as the welfare of ofﬁers. A social

order must bé based Sn consent, but consent must be respected. Respondents

at this staqe differ from those a*.fne\conven*tonal leve! insofar as they do B

nof view convention or law as fixed, Conventional obliqgations must be maintained

only as part of a shared agreement,. Fgr examrple, "Although Heinz would be

breaking the ijaw to steal the druoq, wné* gdod is the law 1f it prevents his

wife from living. The druggist's actions are totally immoral, and Meniz
P .

has’ no choice but to steal the drugs."

- L~ -
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At Stage 6 respondents view Thelr duty in terms of internal ized
universal principles. §ocla! rules can be justified if they are compatible
with moral principles; hoyever,‘fhe Individual fs obliged to dtsoéey
immoral rules. For exaﬁple, "ﬂe!nz must s*éal the druqgs I1f ﬁls actlons
are to save a human I1¢e. A law that permits his wife to die 1s an immoral
one, because it v?o}afes the universal principle that everyoﬁe has ‘an equal
r!ghf‘fo lite. Heinz must disobey this iaw because i+ Is Incompatiblie with
the well-being of ménktnd." AN

. Coordinating .a Person-Envirbnmenf.
Matching Mo&e! in a Moral

Education Con#exf‘

—

n a 6r§ader educational context, David Hun? and | have developed a
heuristic mode! that we call the B-P-E (Hun+t and'Su!l!van, 1974). The B~P-E
mode! was desianed 6 explore the complex retaf!qnship'of person (P),

_ env!rénmenf (E), interactions and how this effects educational oytcomes or .
}.behaviors (B). The following diagram is an exampie of the general! form of

a3 B-P~E interaction

Person Environment Behavior -
A X !
R Y .
i '

) : lf
-
Flgure |. Taken from Hunt and Sultivan, 1974, p, (10,

FS

e e



BEST COPY 7+ -
!5

The diagram is shorthand for the sfafemenf,;“For~Person A,
Environment X Is Ilkely to produce Behavior 1, while for Person B,
Environment Y is Iikely to produce Behavior |." The diaarém may also be
transiated into environmental terms to read, "Environment X Is more likely
to produce Behavior | {6 Persop A than fn éérson B, while Environment Y.
p_l Is more llkely to pré&uce Behavior | in Person B Than'fn Person A."
‘. > Statements of person-enviromment interaction can thus he phrased in different
forms for different purposes (Aun? and Su(tivan, 0974) ¢

*W;NT__“__L_-n_<U- In order fo uti|lze the mode! within the context of moral educafion

:/T" we need fo conqider how we know that Person A ani Enviromment X and Person B
and Environment Y are matched. Here we cite the work of Kohlberg, and
colleagues Kohiberg and colledgues (Kohlberg, 1971; Turiel, 1969) fo
elucidate a potential matching proceduré. Referring back to Kohtberg s -
sfage breakdown these investigators cife research which indicates that an
Individual accepts moral argumenfs one sfage above hls own dominent position
more readily fban he accepts those two staqes above, or one stage below_‘

§« the dominent stage. Hunt (1971) dlagrams this matching procedure as follows:

. . '
? -

MORAL MATUNITY MATGHING MODLI ‘ .
Stage level of\emirunmcnm stimulation : /

Stage of persan's .
; moral maturity i 2 '3 4 .5 6 - } .
’ Stage 2 0 + 0 - '
Stape 3 0 “+ 0 \j
Stagcd _ o - 0 i
- | “

Table 1. Moral Maturity Matching Mode! (+ = matched; 0 = mismatched)
.Taken ¢rom Hunt, 107{, p. 245,
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The above fablg is to simply show the potential of the B-P-E
mode! in the context of re§earch fn mora} devélcpmenf. A more susfaiﬁed
analysis of this model In a moral education confexf wtll now be developed.
For fh!s wo will be citing, In summary form, our work comp!e#ed in the . f-
lasf four years at the Onfarto Institute for Studies in Educafion (Sultlvan

and Beck, 1972; Sullivan, Beck, Joy and Pagliuso, 1974),

o o Appiication of the B-P-E Model

- in Mora! Eddcation Proaramming

Lo In order to see our work wHMn the B-P-E framevork it Is necessary
to break our anaiysis down and ctartfyf?he concepfua!izaflon of pecsons (P),h S
fhg conceptualization of the enviromment (E), and the concepfua!tzaf!on of
edu;af!bha! goals (B) and their Interaction (S-P-E).

Conception of the Person (P) . ' e

Let me say at the outset that | shere with Montessor! the seqse of

mystery .about human “personhood” (1.e., the Absorbant Mind). It is pafenf!y
clear é?“fh!s po!nf that no psycholog!ca! concepfua!!zaflon of the person
exhausts our unders?and!éé of the human persona!lfy. Thus, In conceptualizing
the person it ts clear that any catagorization will have Its 1imiting conditions.

for our purposes wa will be conceptualizing the person in "stage developmental"

terms: spec!ftcalty using Kohibera's sfrucfural analysis, The cholce has

"

arbifrary ceméonenfs about It, but it Is safe to say, at this point in f!we,
that anyone : InvolVed in moral and value educaflon must think twice before
ignoring Kohlberg s analysis (Kohibera, 1971). er own.specific use of

. b
Kohiberg's stage framework stems from the fact *hat/ it specifies the person
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In developmenta! terms, 2) aids the speciflcation of types of environments
— that need to be radlated at dlffgren¢ age levels (Hunt and Sullivan, 1974)
| and; 3) hgips in the specification of educafibnal'goais. gef me briefly
‘schematize here *he;s?ages atré§dy discussed.
Legg[ I: -Preforal - 2, | ’ k
. Sfégé/ﬁ - ebediénce and puntshmenf orien#af?on'

Stage 2 - Nalve egoisfic orlenfafion

Leve?\{! Conventional Role Conform!ty

Stage 3. =*Gopd boy ~ nlce agirl orien?af!dn !
. i ¢ ‘
\'  Stage 4 - Authority and social order ma Intenance
\\ " oqleﬁfa+ton

Level 111:" Autonomous Morallty of Principles /

S%age‘S - C&n#racfual !ega!}sftc orfentation
Stage 6 - Cénscien;e or.principle orientation - # <
Norma;tve cross-sectional data in Canada !ndiéafe a stage developmenta|
sequencé in moral judgement capacitlies as postulated by Kohiberg and colleagues
(Koh{berg, 1971]) (See Figures 2, 3, and 4), Figure 2'}5 anafyzed in quantitative ‘
rather than quantitative stace terms but the essential findings by Sullivan,
Stager and McCul!ough 4070 Indtcafe a genera! movement from pre-conventiona!
to convenfiona! stages be?ween ?he ages of !2 and |7 years. This sample a!so
shows some smal! indications of posf—conven*!cnal ?hink!ng in the {7 year o!d
sample. Figures 3 and 4 are from mixed samptes whfch ‘we have accumu!lated over
' séveraf,year;. The !af#er tigures are In stage specific terms., From figures

2, 3, and 4 we have come to the tentative conclusion that the early elementary

Is characterized by pre-conventional stage | and stace 2 thinkina, In Plagetian

0
F
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'}Erms. 3 heteronomous moral or!enfafoon. Throughout the. late elementary ,
%chooi years there is a general movement to conventional stage 3 and 4

thinking and there is sdme indication in the late high school years of

.
* some pos?fconven#tdval thinking in a small number of students.

*

Conception of the En&!ronmen?.(E)

The teacher myst creafe an énVironmenf or ?eachfﬁg method, and

LR the educational decistion maker musf selecf among envlrbnmenfs,-or educationa! o

\
approaches (Hunf and ultivan, 1974), Here we consldar such ac?!vlt}es )

‘as teaching methods and Instructional programs as we!! as school ctlﬁiye
to be features of the educatlonal environment (Munt and Sul tivan, !974;5\\ ‘

. : ~ - "t we state the B-P~E formula from the teachers’ .
- standpolnt, it becomes E : P B (or an Environ-
- ment radiated toward a Parson produces a Behavior),
The E : P B formulation emphasizes that central ‘
| nature of the environment, Since the environment
o Is the major component over which the teacher has
~ - some control, a language for describing the environ~
ment would provfde a basls for describing what the -
teacher does (Hunf and Sullivan, 1974, p, 85)," .
& - oy
The cSncapfua@izafion of an environment should give some Indi=-

;f . cation of the critical features of that environment that have pofenfla!-
| ecucational relevance; In this case relevance for moral education,

Table 2 examplifies the range of critical features in which environments

(E) can be conceptualized., )
Levels of Educational Envikonmenis

o —e e e o 4 #n A e e

; Lnvircnmental U f Size of bﬁu { in.zlum'v o
boo¢uitural setting . ’ ' Largy i i Remorte
, 20 SGhoo] settang ' N
73 Schood chargctenstes K
" 4 Schood oigamization ; 3 '
§. Teacher personginty’ ' : :
t 6. Teachor attiude E . ! »
7. Teavaer belavior | Small iuinediate ®
[RON. U | >, : - R
Table 2, (Taken from Hunt and Sulilvan, 1974, p, 90), - N
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In many ot Montessori's Qri*ings, she implicl?ed!y ha§ addréﬁsed
[~ both the macrosocial (i.e., Cultural settings) and microsocial (i.e.,
teacher behév!or) aspects of the environment., In her chapter on *the

"imagination" she shows herself sensitive to the wider soclal structure

]

& wvariables that influence the course of development (Montessori, 1965).:

For +heAm05f part however, she.dwells on the more spectffc features of the .

environment which center on independence training, autonomy and effect~

l; :  ance (Monfessgrt, 1964), Here, & consliderable emphasis is put on the

8

development of a;"compefanf child" (cf., M, Brewster-Smith, !96§). In

this context she criticizes envtrbnmenfé which discourage the develop=

ment of competance and autonomy:
"If the spontaneous ‘forms of organfzation we have Just
described cculd be admitted to the ordinary schools
‘thie would work wonders. Instead, teachers do not be-
e fleve that students are active learners. They drive
o or ercourags, or give punishments and rewards to stimu~
. late'work. They use competition to-arouse effort. -
P One may say dhat all are forced Into a hunt for evil
- for the sake of combating it, and a typical attitude
of the adult is to be always looking tor vice in order P
to suppressi|t. But the correction of errors is often
humiliating and discouraging and since education rests-
on this basis, there follows a lowering In the general
quallity of soclal 1ife, In the schoo!s- of today no
| one may copy another's work, and to help someone else
e is regarded as a crime. To accept help Is as quilty
: ‘ as to give It, so the union we spoke of fails +o be
: formed, Normal standards are debesed by arule ar-
\ bitrarily imposed., At every turn, one hears: 'Don't
\ * play about!, 'Don't make a noise', 'Don't help others
| with their work', 'Don't‘speak unless you are spoken
\ to'. Always the Injunction is negative (Montessori,
n\ 19 , p. 240)." -

o I+ Is clear from the above quote that Montessori had some -

sf{ong admonitions against external! forms of pralse and blaée. As |

!
|

o ingyrpref her, she would be clearly critical of environments which ene

-
L]
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courage a moral orientation tanfamour * to Kohiberq's leve! one. More~

over, | detect an encouragement of a school atmosphere which faci!itates

~

i a sfage73 good boy-nice girl orientation:

"The Iiberty of the child should have as its |imit ‘ |
C s the coliective interest; as Its form what we uni=
‘ versally consider good breeding, We must therefore
o check in the child whatever offends or annoys others,
PO - or whatever tends toward rough or lli-bred acts,
o ' But alt the rest,~-every manifestation having o
. useful scope,--whatever it be, and under whatever
. - form It expresses itself, must not only be permitted,

but must be observed by the teacher (Montessori, 1964,
e BTV T - >

The Montessori envlrdnmenf.places 3 strong emphasis on intéliec=
tual devé!ppmenf in relation to the child's moral development:

"To_respond to the gnteltectual needs of man in ] .
such a manner as to satisfy them'is to make an _ » .
important contribution to morality. {indeed our ' '
children,. when they have been able to occupy :
themselves freely with intelligent work, and
have also been free to respond to their internal
wants, To occupy themselves, for a long time -
with chosen stimuli, to perform abstract opera-
tions when they were sufficiently mature, o con~
centrate thelr minds A meditation, have shown
that order and ‘serenity have been evoived within
them; and after this, grace of movement, the
capacity for enjoyment of the beaut!ful sensibility
« To music, and finally, smenity In thelr relationg
: to each other, have sprung up like a jet of water
from an internal fount (Montessori, 1965, pp. 333~ B
, ' 334)," . i

<
This Is not the place To criticize individual statements

out of context, although | would have a number of questions and

criticisms of the moral atmosphere of Montessori schools as |

A X

T Interpret them, The statements on Montessor! were quoted in order

to show how one might focus on critical features of an educational

environment in the context to moral education., At this point it 's -
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approprlafe to look ai some environme:tal features that seem 16 be oper- g
atlng in our own work, For the most part we will be discussing our work ' ;
in the elementary schools, since this part of our effoffs seems of most |
interest for the age levels covered in the Montessori schools. My brief i

- discussion into our secondary schoo! studlies will be to amb!lfy my em-

phasis on the importance of a 'levelopmental perspective."

Moral Education in $he Elemenfqu School

3 A.hajor consideration ih trying our hand at mora: education
“in the elemgnfarylschooltye5rs stemmed from our deslre.?o understand N ‘\\
ch{ldfen's thinking on value issues dur!nq the middie years o? chiid= | .
hood, As already indlca?ed our normaflve dafa Indlcafed a movemeqf |
from Kohlberg's pre-moral Ievet of fhlnklnq to the conventional level
during The-elemenfary schoot years. Our research and development uas
- partly quided by fhls developmenfa! perspecflve and at the outset we
_ chose fifth graders wffh 8 view to followinq ?hese students for at least
;ﬁrge years (Sulljvan, et al, 1974), Initially, education officers of a
.tneighbor}ng county encoﬁraged and suthorized our work, Assessmen’ of
-sfudenfs' moral judgment stage waé made in four schools of this county,
Two of the project members ran pilot courses in two of the schools, {Thus, ;
8 central component of our work with the elementary schools hast!nctuded
v ‘@ research (asseésmenf) and-development (teaching) focus. In the second
year of the project we were also able to teach classes in three Toronto
‘-schoois. Our comments on teaching sfrafegies represent a composite of

‘ . - -
experiences.
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of sfudenfé;'(l,a., a mafch!%q perspective)
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As children begin to live In ~ore structured school socleties

they need and‘qeservé assistance in eiamlng rules, roles and rights of
the schon! commﬁnl?y. in fact the school, as a minature soclety, is

a powerful resourc;’for the child's Infro&ucflon Into the larger world.
The sociallizing power of the schoo! has lohg been recognized and has

a hi¢den-agenda which promotes coﬁformt*y. Following cognitive develop-
mental theory, schoo! authorities are the pain distributors of punish-
ment and reward for conformity and compliance. Indeed one can m;ké

the case the marRing sysfem'sucéessfu!ty engages the pupit in the
/system, The schoo! can also encourage fe!!omship,'xaw_and ofder and

. . ¢
lead the student to conventional levels of morality,

Rationale for Teaching Approaches ' C

Our génerél criteria tor selection of teeching ;;proaches tor

middie schoo! students wers these (Sullivan, et al, 1974):
| 1) Selection of topic's relevant to students' |ife slfua?lpn. '

We have used a contextual rather than an Indivfdu;lisflc approach,
We sought to deal with lIssues that ought fo be f;rmed “the Individual
and society,”" Our Qork cannot be termed "gu}dancé*‘or sensitivity
training. o o | .

2{ Selection of topics readily adaptable to different appré-‘

aches based on fhe'background, interast, concerns of-different aroups

1
o

3) Setection of methods that stimulate cognitive moral develop-

ment, "initial testing and evidence of other Investiqators showed that
fitth grade students are at a pre~conventional level of moral reasoning,
We did not confine ouréelves to 2 sfngla moral dilemma approach. Instead
we experihenfed with a varlety of methods=--all déslgned o stimulate
analysis, discussion and response to value issues. »

4) Selection qf mathods that would draw on student resources,
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on their own power to halp each ofhe work through prob!ems and lssues.
Beck's suquestions for a feachlnq approach that qives students
8 sense of structure and order Is labelled the "fhaoreficaldlscusslon"

method (Beck, 1971, 1974), Beck has outlined foplcs for f1¢th and-sixth
graders under the broad heading "Human Relations" (Beck, 1971), For each
Af the topics he offers a.baslé-prlncip!e and gulding questions for the
discussion, At first glance this structure seems rigid, but in fact, It
allows ldeas to be examined within a broad framework, The usefulness

of his method Is largely a function of feachlnq style. Téachers whg pre=
fer a disciplined (!n'fhe best sensg of the word) approach to learning

° N . .
how g0 exarine Issues find this structure very helptul, -

W .

. In the second and third years of fhe project we have worked

\

with teachers who fhemselves have expanded, modtfled, provideﬂ alternate

structures for deal!ing with "Human Relations",

Description of Studonts, Schbo! Sattings

- We have Introduced programs of mora! educafton into two county
schools and two Toronto Schools. Our county work has included yearty

assessment of students' leve! of moral development combined with an experi-

mental teaching proqram; The Toronto work has focussed primaf!ly on

experimantal approaches and in-servicé education of téachers.

- The county schools, (S*onegfidges and Water house = Highbrook) .
located about forty miles from Toronto®*, Stonebrlidges is a "fradtfiona!"
school, the other an—*open plén“‘séhoét. The 7erms refer to architectural
structure. Students In both schoéls beiong to a suburban farm community
sef?ing. it Is impossible to give the label "middie cless® "rural”,
¥e did find however fhaf the Stonebridges classes seemed a c!earer

unit fhan classes at Waferhouse-Htghbrook This seems larqgely dueé to the

*

*Schoo§ names are disquised, . 7 . ‘

-

e
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~fact that Stonebridges Is in the downiown erea.” All chiidren |ive close )

n_Nlntryaflve percenf of fhe‘four hundred sfudents are tused to the scheol,
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-fo the schoo! (most within wa!kinq d!§¥‘nce) and share out of schoot

.experiences. Waterhouse nghbrock Is a remote secf!on of a nearby town,

e
'ﬁf we selecfod two c!?y schools in the second year of feechlng- |
'.g}n one "traditional" échool and one "open plan" architecturaily, Both
, schools draw students from midd!e class reslden?tai areas, Agaln, it is
lmposslble to sfero?ype the sfudenfs. The mlx Is ethnic: Canad!an, " .
_Chtnese, British, tndlan ch!ldren are students }n these classes,
It is of real stgnlf!cance that no schools 3n the elemen?ary aspect
of fhe projec? are in tow Income areas, 3
Yeaching Format: Issues and Problems ' ‘ | A

As noted above we designed minl-courses f;a* Qoutd ;ncourage
reasonlng on value issues, The first year of the project émphas!zed fhe ‘
"theoretica! dlscusslon" mefhod It was very.;learly a deductive approach,
The second and fh!rd years might be termed "dvent study®, an Bnducflve

approach deslgned to stimulate involvement, response and unfotdlng of

‘principles, We use the: term "avdnt study" in its broadest sense-~current

evenfs, hypofhefical sifuafloné& personal or school vlqﬁhffes, etc., Bofh,

approaches are dynamic in that they require close attention on fhe parf

-~

' of the teacher to content, sfrucfure, pace, and range *(Suliivan, et al,

!974).

Decisions on specitic content, structure, pace, and range,

revo!ived around maximizing both teacher learning and student learning.
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A comparison of the two approaches forussing on these four poinfc e _ "45
rovoals the advantages of both and the broad !ssues and questions that
emerge In elementary schoo! moral education programs.
Beck (1971) sets forth a theoretical mini-course’ in human
relations’with the following content topics. EeSh ;Op‘c might occupy

about Two forty~minute periods., |. Rules people giQB us. . 2. The

ptace of rules in soclefy 3. Excoptions to soclety's rules, 4, The

_ ‘N\"31vtduai's need for ofher peop!e. 5, Helplnq other peOpte. 6. The

self and ofhers. 7. The place of lews, judges, and pollce. 8. The
'ptaéb of governments and other .authorities. 9. Lap-h(eakinq and the
place of punistment. 10. Different values ‘and rulgs fh our'soclety,

. x,

1t. Different values and rules around the world. 12; xLoyalfy and

patriotism, 13, The place of the inner group of relatives and friends. . ' -
14, Parent=chiid re!afionships; 15, Prejud!ée against races, sociat.

classes and‘ofher‘groups. I6. Differences In taste fn our sogiefy

and around the wortd, 17, Settiing conflicts of interest In society,

18, The role of the schoo! in solving society's problems. 19, Students,

teachers and sc;;ols. 20, The-tpdiv!duat and socfefy. 21, Stqdy!nq e

sofiety and working out solutions to Its problems, “ - " i

. Children were given study notes on éSCh of these topics,

They thus had a structure--a sense of direction.for the learning session

or sessions, The followina is a sampie of discussion material for the

9
first topic "Rules people glve us"!



-

~26- | '_ | BEST Copy AVAILAB £

Prtncig!eggqr Discussion

Rules and"prtncgles_g}ven to us by other people are not always good,
Often we should take no notice of them at all. Some?imds we should
change thém a bit to make them better. Some¥imes we should make up our .

- own rules, .
?' &  Possible Examples - -
Ya _ L, ~tm"some schools, children are given the rule: ™Never talk

" to anothér child in; the classroom,® 1Is this a good rule? Why?
2, In some familles children are told: "Never break a promise,"
What do you think about that rule? _ -
- .3. Often children are taught dy others to follow the rule?
' "1t someone pushes or hits you, always hit him back." Is that’a good
pripciplie? ‘ >
4. Some parents tell thelr children: "Always read what your 0 A
teacher tells you to read." Do you feel that Is right?
¢ 5. On television, we might be told: "Alweys use Nodekay
toothpaste." Should we follow this rule? : .

f

Some {deas and Theorles

Lt : (a) Some people belleve that all rules are good. They feel
» ' thad 1+ there Is a rule in society, it must be a good one, because
otherwise why Is i+ there? Do you agree with this way of thinking?

(b)) I+ may be, however, that a bad rule Is made because of
9 mistake., For example, In the old days, doctors used to fol fow the
ruie of taking blood from people when they were 111 so as to make them
better, But this was a mistake. In most cases it was the wrong thing
to do. Also, in the oid days, people used to burn women to death |f they
thought they were witches, But this, too, was a mistake, as there is no
such thing as a witch. Do you think that bad rules are sti!: sometimes
made today because of mistakes?

(c) Sometimes, perhaps, bad rules are given to us for self~

centered reasons. People want us to do something.which is good for
them: so they persuade us to follow a rule which,wili help them, without
really caring about us. For example, commercials on television and in
the newspaper are often like that, The person who makes the toothpaste -
or baltpoint pen or chocolate bar may be more concerned with selling
his product apd making money, than with satisfying us. Or again, some-
times when adults give chilidren rules of behavior, they are more concerned
AT with their own comfort and convenlence than with the happiness of the

: children. Of course, adults should look after themseives., But some-
times, perhaps, they go tco far., What do you think? ’

(d) Some people think that It Is best to foliow all the rules
you are given because,’ although some of them may be bad, it will work
out best overall., -You get so much work and trouble trying o make up
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) yoor'own rules, they say, that It is 10t worth 1+, It Is best Just
to accept all the rules and principle; given to you by your family,
church, government, and society, What do you think of this opinion?

Some Further Subjects for Study

1. How many different kinds of rules can you think of (health
ruies, school rules, etc,) which are given to you by others, - Draw up
a Hs#of kinds,

2. How many d!fferenf kinds of people and qroups gqive rules
to you? Again make up a list, (This Iist may contaln some of the same
items as the first list,)

, : 3. -Under each kind of rule ( rom list 1) find examples (a) of

rules which you *hink are good ones, and (b) of rules which you think
are bad ones (if any), '

These sf@dy notes allow the teacher to follow student pace
and to examine a ranae of lgsues'relafing to a topic., Undoubtedly the
~ topics cﬁosen are ones of concern to the teacher, One can see howevgr,
that they are designod to raise questions In the student's mind and to
.glve the teacher the opportunity to respond once he percelves the stud-
ent's own level of understanding. A major feature of the "theoretical
discussion épproach“ s the importance of the teacher taking a strong
leader role, The teacher controls both content and |ine of discussion in
the pure theoretic discussion form,
The Importance of responding d§r§cf!y to each group of children
became even more evident in the use of the "event approach”, Unlike the theoretic
, H dlscuss.on, we organized 8 variety of Iearnlnq activities based on evidence
of students' stage of development., We knew from normative data prevl9us!y' )
discussed, that the sixth grade classes hovered most qenerally at stages
2 ang 3, .

We therefore high!ighted episodes that would stimulate discussion

at stages three and four, We also selecféd structures that would encouraqge
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dialogue among peers., Since there a' 2 “"mixed" stages, we felt that b;gF\FﬁspGOSQE\\\\\\
was an effecfiv; resource available in-any group. Whether or not students '
are_mOfé.credib!e to each other than the feaeher;aufnorify, vwe felt that
dISCusgfén of any question would possibly be more opén and free if the
importance and legitmacy of student comment and questions were honored.

Thus in the "even#-approach*:é*fenfion to ;fruchre is central.

We uséd this approach in four schools with sixth, seventh and eighth

graders (eight different groups of students In aiil.) The first session

- wiTh each group was instruction in the fown meeting method: simple

pariiamentary rules, rotating chalrman's role, etc. Children volunteered

. | 4
at each session for "chalrman", "board person". I+ was the board person's ‘

responsibility to put initials of anyone who wanted to. speak on ?he board,
We had some fear at first that fhe ‘town meeting might be too structured.
In fact, in six of *he elght groups it became highly flexible, It allowed |
high protection, low risk for al! students to parftclpafe in discussions.
As students gained contro! of the sfrucfure, teacher dominance decreased,
The teacher folliowed rules abouf name on the board, etc., The teacher
had maJor responsibility ‘or selection of topice==but students were en-
couraged to set the meeting aqenda, .-

éfudenf résponse.fo this me*hod In six of the groups was over=~
wheimingly positive. Two groups, the country free schoo! (Wa#erhpuse)
and one city traditional responded "popr!y" to the method., The free
schoo! children needed and wanted even tighter sfruc:ures. The courtroom

examinaticn of events plieased them most. They would arranqe the room,

select Judqe, prosecutor, Jefense, witnesses, jury, The traditional
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qroup wére accustomed to reg:lar, sophisticated discussions. They
quickiy adapted the town meeting style to a serious debate format.

With all groups current event content was most reqularly introe :
duced, At first the teacher controlled this aspect of The work. ‘Gradu~'
ally 5fudents themselves selected events, -

In summary the “event study,"” approach does free the teacher

to learn what and how students are thinking. He or she can use this
knowledge to pace and expand student thinking. The event study ap~-

proach we suggest is both "tighter" and "looser" than the "theoretical

-

discussion"approach. in the floal.analysis teachers will sé!ecf_fhe one

that Is most appropriate for their own style, the schoo! environment and

the students' needs (see Hunt and Sullivan, 1974). | j
The types of moral educafioﬁ-programmes we have worked with

In the secondary schools, Iliustrates our developmental focus (Beck,

Sulllvan and Taylor, 1972; Sulllvan et al, 1974). Our u§é'o¥/fex+ual ,h

moterials (see Beck, 1972) and classroom procedures were or!é;fed.fb g

.wﬁaf Kohiberg would call a post-conventional oriénfaf!on. In ofhef words,

fhe‘fype of environment raqia?ed in the secondarysschpols was plitched to

developing more autonomous modes of moral orlenfafion, whaereas the

elementary school'environmenf‘was structured to encourage conventional ‘o

,'reasonfng in predominently pre-conventiona! children (see Figure ).

Conception of Behavlqr (Oufcome)-
Qhéf are the qoals of a moral educatlion programme and how aré s
they era!uafed or assgssed.- |
| "0f the three B~-P-E components, behavior would seem
to be the simplest to understand, FPersons vary almost

intinitely, environments seem very difticult to define,
but with behavior, at feast you can see what you are
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talking about, Or so It wo'!d seem. Behavior is ob-
servable and can be objecti ely measured. Many psych-
ologists have therefore proposed that student behavior,
such as making a correct response on a test or ralsing
one's hand be the basis for measuring educationa!
outcomes, communicating with teachers and making re-
¢commendations to them (Hunt and .Sullivan, 1974, p. 56)."

Now in the context of moral education how are we to def ine {
‘our goals and evaluate them? It Is clear that +he outcome measures wil!
retiect the preoccupations of the particular educator invoived. From
the previous quotes of Montessori on moral education, one can see the
“emphasis on Independence, autonomy self-reguiation, éffecfance, etc, One
would expect that her Interests In moral education would be related to
broader personality changes and thus evaluation woul!d probably be embedded
In - measures of competence (cf., M.'Brewsfer-Smlfh, 1968), Her disdain
for short-term achleveménfxgoa(s would probably find her quite sympathetic
to the developmental orientation | have been emphasizing., Although we
could have tried other modes of assessment, we have used Kohlberg's (1971)
stage formulation scale. The fact that his work Is specifically related
To the ares of moral va!ues'and stresses a developmentai perspective makes
his work quite compatiblie with our efforts (Sulllvan, et al, 1974), We
are aware of the problems related to a "developmentai® perspective:

A major appéal of educational behaviorism Is its ob-

jective statment of criterion measures. |+ is much

more gifficult to specify criterion measures for develop~-

mental qrowth than for the immediate acquisition of

specific, correct responses. MNot only is It difficult

to speclity criteria for developmental change, but

teachers rarely work with a student fong enough to

observe a significant change in development..,.Develop~

mental change is difficult to detect, especially

In age~qraded classes. With the exception of some

nonqraded schools, few schools are organized to high-

ight developmental change....One does not measure a
child's developmental stage every day, but one uses
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this way of thinking as a ba kground feature for
viewing the child's day to d:y behavior (Hunt and
Suliivan, 1974, p. 59),"
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| would now Iike to turn’ to concrete examples of this develop~

mental perspective within the context of the moral education proj
LSultivan et al, 1974), Specifically, In relation to our work ca

out in the elementary schools, we Interviewed 42 students, 22 Pin

group) on Kohlberq'!s moral‘dllemmas} The pre-test was given to a
students before the Mexperiméntal group” sfarfed'fo.work with val
issues“.. The flréf post-~test was glven at the end of the semeste
the second post-test or follow=up was given to both groups one ye

after 7he'compleflon'of the course. The questionnaires were scor

ect

rried

&

ewéods

Hill students (the Control group) and 20 Stonridges (the Experimental

i
ue
r and
ar

ed in

order to determine the stage(s) at which each child was thinking.

Statistical analysis showed the following general results (see thurgs

5 and 6),

4 4 L]

First of all, the two groups were the same at the bedinn
(Pre~Test). In other words, there was no statistically signitica

differences in stage between the experimental and~contro! qroup o

- pre~test, At the end of the first year (Post~Test) both Pinewood

(Control) and Stonebridges (Experimental Discussion) students res
to fhg test at a sfgniflcanfly higher leve! than on the Initial p
Note however, that there Is no siqnificant difference between the
at the end of the first year (Post-Test). Finally, at the end of

gecond yeasr both groups of students had responded at an even high

Ing

nt

n the

s Hitl

ponded

re-test,
;jFOups
the

or level

but the Sfonebridges‘sfu&enfs had‘progressed significantly more than the

Pinewoods Hill students., -

*The contro! group did not explicitiy work on value Issues,

-

et
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Looking at the results more ‘2scriptively, the difference
between fhé group which developed without help Pinewoods Hill and the
group which ;::f!clpafed in the fw!ce weekly decuss?ons S*oneﬁridges
can t‘:e.'seen in Figures 5 and 6. These figures show the percen?aqe of L
sfudenfs respondlnq af Stage | and 4, The general trend for both
classes reveals a change from predomtnanf!y stage | responses on the
Pre~Test to predominately sfaqe 3 on’ ?he Post=Test, The: dlfferences.
between the two classes are seen In: (l) The emerqence of sfaqe 4
. response; in both the Post=Test and Follow-Up for Stonebridges while
‘no stage 4 responses appeared from Plnewood; Hitl; abd (2) Atter the
first year Stonebridges sfudeﬁ;s no longer responded at s*aqe | (exter=
nal authority=-avoid punishment) but began thinking more at stages 2 ’
and 3; Pineuocds Hitl sfudenfs on fhe other hand did nof dnop sfaqe |
#hink:nq as drastically,
L These profiles show *haf the class with no dlscusslons about
ethics beqan, in Grade 5, by responding to di!emmas in ferms of obeying

. ., autporities (or rules) to avoid punishment or get reward (i.e., Kohlberg's

preconventional). At the end of Grade 6 the class had Incorporated the

ruies of the authorities and was responding larqely on that basls (i,e.,
conventional), The profile for the class which had discussed ethics

beqgins with the same relisnce on external authority. At the end of

the ¢irst yedr, however, the students had definitely swune to ar orienta~
tion in which they began thinking more lndependen?ty, using ldess of falr-
ness, reciprocity and equa! sharing, At fgé same time a few students began
'fhlnélng in larqer context of society. Let me:5ow briefly discuss one of

the tindings from our secondary school studies.

_ Fiqure 7 is a comparison of an experimental and control qroup of




of sfudenfs who had stage 5 thinking at all showed fhaf while onty 4

TR s,

P

eleventh grade students In a Toronto -uburb school. As with the elementary’ .

schoo! work we did%® pré-'tes# post-te«t and 2 year after follow up. The % '
experimental class had 2 sessions a ek with ﬁy col leaque C!live Back who ?%i
prepared textual material which eventual ly developed into a textbook on %%
"Ethics" fo;\secondary school s?udenfs (Beck, 1972), As already Indlqafed ?%

' Ry

the orientation was posf-conven?lona! without the conviction which comes
from a fong-term developmental perspective we would have sald that our
effor?§<had-faltéd. { call your af*eﬁ*lon to the sleeper effect on the

follow up a year iater,

Turning to figure 7, it would deem that the Incresse in moral
reasoning tevel at the Fotlow-Up'for the Experimenfa! Group was the

resulf of an increase in stage 5 thinking. In fact a simple head count

s?udenfs used stage 5 a¥ the Pre Test (2 Experimental, 2 control), two-
thirds of the students in the Expertmgn;a( class used some stage 5 think-
ing at the Fo!tow-Up as compared to about one~tenth of the Coﬁfrot Groué.
(The Post Test counts differed ll?fle ,from fhose of the Pre Tesf)

| would conjecture that relatively few people in our prasenf
gutfure attaln a thoroughgoling postconventiona!l orientation in moral
matters, On the one hand, as we have said, postconventional moral
principles and thought patterns are very compiéx, requiring us to rahge
across a largeunumber of considerations in a controlled manber to afrlve
at a sound moral decision, But, on the other hand, quite apart from the
sheer extent of the task of acquiring such priﬁciples and thought patterns,
we rarely have a chance to see a pigce of postconventional moral fhink}ng
taid out befors us in ajl its complexity, The necessary environmental
stimulation is dif¢fcult to achieve, Even if there are people In our
environment who tackle moral problems in a consistently postconventional
manner, we are seldom aware of all fhé.consideraflons ttat they take into

account 'since their deliberations extend over a period of time and in’

different contexts, We can easlly observe a person responding sympathetic~

A
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at!y to a sferoofyp!cal ftgure (Stage %) or sfric#ty appiytng a sule to 3

a8 particular action (Sfaqe 4), but it Is dtfficutf to observe a person ?2;
wifh a postconventional orientation ?h!nklnq fhrouqh all the complexities ?é%
of a imoral -problem as’he perceives It, What a classroom teacher must do &5;

is to ensure that, cumulatively, over a period of time, the postconvention=
al style of thinking is exhibited in a variety of theoretical sysfemg and
case studies., Then, in tyrn, the Individual student must attempt to use
this style of thinking In a variety of situations In order fo-defermlne
whether or not In fact it Is more functional for him than his previous
approach, ‘ _
}n this and other studies associated with the Moral Education
Project, we have foaﬁd it tmposslbfe to separate three major areas of
reseafch: moral philosophy, moral psycholoqy, and moral educaflon. The
nature of postconventional moralify, for examp!e, is a problem of moral
philosqphy as well as of moral psychology, and one's ooncepflon.of the .
nature of the res;ecfive levels of morallty is crucial ln determining

one's approach to the practice of moral education with students as parti-
cular levels, Nor is the !ine of l@p!icafion merely in one direction, We
have found that our experiences in practical classroom situations have

dkfen led to substantial modifications in our psychological and phllo-
sophical theorles, Thts overiap in fields of research has been reflectaed

in our publications: for example, we have developed a teacher handbook

;hat contains pracf!éal suggestions concerning moral education in the scheols
coupled with observations on moral deve!opment and moral theory (Beck, 1971),

and an introduction to ethics (Beck, 1972) that takes up somebas|c moral and



soclal Issues In a format that makes i+ a sultable Starting point for

classroom discussions in high schools,

"

- Postscript  /

It seems appropriate at this point to put the work of

Kohlberg and col Feagues (Kohiberg, 1971) in perspective Insofar as
. this theory has contributed to our efforts. Kohlberg/(t97l) has”
argued for the primacy of Justice as the overriﬁlng_p#inclp!e tor the . ‘
moral point of view, Alodg with this he posits fﬁar;ﬁis stages and their
end point (i.e., Justice) are universal to all culfures. There ls'a
fendency lanohlg§rq 's wrlfing to over-extend the claims for his stage
theory. | am not here;argu!ng-agatnsf the vallidity of his stages; rafher,
t am quesfléning the ltengths to whtchqhegpxﬁends/fhe pr!nciple of Justice
as the overeidlnq superordinate prlnclpt;. Without denying the possl-
bltify of hls stages, we wonder |f he has capfuﬁed only one facet of the
.m0ral reasonlng~proc9595 albetf compelling one, It is Important to keep
_in mind that Kohiberg Is exploring a parficu{ar aspect of the moral
worid which is re?lecfed‘by cerfaln.his}ortté! moral phllosoéh!call
positions to the relative exc!ﬁston of others (Sullivan et al, 1974),
Although o?hef perspectives are presént,'oné cannot help but see the
strong influence of Kant, |iberal social contract theory and contemporary
Enéllsh analytic phlitosophy to the ex?1us!6n of -mos+ systems of ethics
that have,as their basis,a franscendeﬁf reliqlous perspective, In view
of the reservations we are making about Kohlberq's theory, it seems
necessary to explain the context in which he has influenced our work

(Sullivan et al, 1974), First of all, Kohiberg's instrument for the assess~
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ment of moral judgment is the most so. histicated and refiable Instrument
tThat psy;ho!ogical assessment devices have to offer, The lnsfrbmenf can
be reliably scored and fts yalidity is arqued within the perspective of
cognitive developménfalitheory. Although its major focus is on moral
reasoning, this |imitation mayxbe an advantage., | would arque that the
school should be interested in the processes of the students' moral
reasoning, notwithstanding other lmpdrféhf'faéfors. Secondiy, because
of the broad ége spans with which we have worked wa find that Kohlberé's
©  developmental perspective has been most helpful in Its orientation,
His deve!obﬁenfal stage norms have glve&s#he whole area of moral phit-
osophy a new slant which incorporates and lyproves the seminal coﬁfrln
butions of Plaget's original work on moral judgment, In other words, ’

our objectives varied because we are developmentally oriented and we use .

In our evaluative tramework a developmental theory (see Hunt and Sultivan,

\

16973),
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Figure 4, Profile of stage usase of students at ages
15-18 (Control Groups: Alderwood, Pickering, .
Ecole Secondaire Therieault),
Prince Charles: Control Group :
70 §
60 ;
PRE
' TEST{.
Percent 50| ~N=24 .
of e
Stwidents
at .40
Different
2;“”"5- 20| POST
Kohlberg's TEST
Scalr N=21
20
10
Follow-~Up
N=19
MAJOR .
° [ l 2 3 4
o STAGES: i ' . '
o Figure 5. Chanpe in level of major stage from pre-test

ERIC to follow-up (Control Group). (Sullivan et al, 1974),
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